
2004/G227

G227-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G053

G053-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G512

G512-1
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.



2004/G513

G513-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G209

G209-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G202

G202-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G157

G157-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G223

G223-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G070

G070-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR, and the main odorant station has been relocated to
the FSRU with a smaller backup odorant facility onshore. Sections
2.4.1.3, 4.2.7, 4.7.4, 4.12, 4.18.4, 6.2.2, and 6.2.3 contain updated
text on this topic.

G070-2
LNG carriers using Cabrillo Port will meet all the applicable national
and international standards required of LNG carriers calling on U.S.
ports. Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.7.3, and 4.2.8.2 identify agencies with the
authority and responsibility for safety standards, design reviews,
and compliance inspections. Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2
identify applicable safety standards.



2004/G475

G475-1
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

G475-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G514

G514-1
Thank you for the information.

G514-2
Sections 4.2.7.3 and 4.3.1.5 contain information on the use of
American crews and U.S.-flagged vessels.



2004/G514

G514-3
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G446

G446-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G261

G261-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G252

G252-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G525

G525-1
Thank you for the information.

G525-2
NEPA and the CEQA do not dictate an amount of information to be
provided but rather prescribe a level of treatment, which may in turn
require varying amounts of information to enable reviewers and
decision-makers to evaluate and compare alternatives.

Section 4.7.4 contains revised text on potential impacts on marine
biological resources and mitigation measures to address such
impacts.

Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, and
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

NEPA and the CEQA require that an EIS/EIR contain a detailed
discussion of possible mitigation measures; however, NEPA does
not require that a complete mitigation plan be done at the time of
the EIS. In Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S.
332, 109 S.Ct 1835 (1989), the court determined that "[t]here is a
fundamental distinction, however, between a requirement that
mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that
environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated, on the
one hand, and a substantive requirement that a complete mitigation
plan be actually formulated and adopted, on the other."

Under the CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance
standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project
and which may be accomplished in more than one specific way."



(State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(b)).

G525-3
See response to Comment G525-2 regarding surveys.

The impact analysis of the pipeline corridor was sufficiently broad to
consider placement of the pipeline on either side of each road
transited; thereby, all potential impacts have been considered.

2004/G525



2004/G525

G525-4
See the response to Comment G525-2

G525-5
This topic is addressed in Sections 4.7.1. Mitigation measures that
were determined to be appropriate to address such impacts are
presented in Section 4.7.4. See also the response to Comment
G525-2.

The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.

G525-6
A number of previous studies are cited in Section 4.7. A full list of
references is provided in Section 4.7.6.

G525-7
See Appendix H1 and Section 4.7 for a discussion of this topic. See
also the response to Comment G525-2.

G525-8
Appendix H1 and Section 4.7.1 address this topic.

G525-9
Impact BioMar-9 in Section 4.7.4 addresses this topic.



2004/G525

G525-10
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
The previously proposed FSRU generator engine cooling system
used seawater as the source of cooling water for the four generator
engines. The Applicant now proposes using a closed tempered
loop cooling system that circulates water from two of the eight
submerged combustion vaporizers (SCVs) through the engine room
and back to the SCVs, which reduces the seawater intake volume
by about 60 percent. The seawater cooling system would remain in
place to serve as a backup system during maintenance of the
SCVs or when the inert gas generator is operating. Section 2.2.2.4
contains a description of the proposed uptakes and water uses for
the FSRU.

Section 4.7.4 contains information on uptake volumes and potential
impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine biota,
including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater, from thermal
discharges of cooling water. The revised ichthyoplankton impact
analysis (Appendix H1) includes both literature results and data
from California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations
(CalCOFI) surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently
collected over a period of time and are the best scientific data
currently available.

This analysis includes a description of the intake ports and volumes
of seawater involved.

G525-11
Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 addresses this topic.



2004/G525

G525-12
Impact BioMar-1 in Section 4.7.4 and Impact WAT-2 in Section
4.18.4 address this topic.

G525-13
The reference (Dugan et al. 2000) has been added to Section
4.7.6.

G525-14
NEPA and the CEQA require that an EIS/EIR contain a detailed
discussion of possible mitigation measures; however, NEPA does
not require that a complete mitigation plan be done at the time of
the EIS. In Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S.
332, 109 S.Ct 1835 (1989), the court determined that "[t]here is a
fundamental distinction, however, between a requirement that
mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that
environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated, on the
one hand, and a substantive requirement that a complete mitigation
plan be actually formulated and adopted, on the other."

Under the CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance
standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project
and which may be accomplished in more than one specific way."
(State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(b)).

Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 discusses lighting during offshore
construction and operation. See also the response to Comment
G525-2.



2004/G525

G525-15
Sections 2.2.4, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.4 address the size of the safety
zone, how it would be established, and the potential impacts on
marine traffic. The FSRU would be able to rotate 360° around the
mooring turret. The safety zone would extend 500 m from the circle
formed by the FSRU's stern, the outer edge of the facility, rotating
around the mooring turret. See Figure 4.3-4 for an illustration of the
potential safety zone and area to be avoided. The safety zone
could not be made any larger because its size is governed by
international law.

G525-16
Impacts MT-1, MT-2, MT-3, and MT-7 in Section 4.3.4 and Impact
SOCIO-1 in Section 4.16.4 discuss impacts on commercial and
recreational boating.

G525-17
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed wetland delineations (using Army Corps of
Engineers definitions and California Coastal Commission and
California Department of Fish and Game wetland definitions where
appropriate) for the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.8.1
presents a discussion of baseline wetland conditions from these
wetland delineations.

Section 4.8.4 addresses potential impacts on wetlands. Mitigation
measures presented in Section 4.8.4 have been developed to
avoid, minimize, or reduce impacts on wetlands and waters of the
U.S. during construction activities. Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 also
provide descriptions of the waterbodies, most of which are concrete
flood control channels or agricultural drains, along the proposed
pipelines and alternatives. Project construction along the proposed
Center Road and Line 225 Loop pipeline loop routes would result in
minor and short-term impacts on areas identified as wetlands and
waters of the U.S. No permanent impacts would be expected
because no structures would be placed within wetland features,
and the effects of trenching would be temporary with the mitigation
identified.

The USACE cannot issue permits until after the EIS/EIR process
has been completed. The wetland mitigation plan would be
developed as part of the USACE permitting process. The wetland
mitigation plan would describe the Project\'s temporary impacts and
how construction would restore the features to their preconstruction
conditions or better. The wetlands mitigation plan would be
submitted after the Project is approved and the final routes are
determined.



G525-18
Impacts TerrBio-1, TerrBio-2, and TerrBio-3 in Section 4.7.4
contain additional information on potential impacts to wetlands. As
discussed in MM TerrBio-2f replacement ratios would be
established by permit. See response to Comment G525-17.

2004/G525



2004/G525

G525-19
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

G525-20
Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 in Section 4.18 (Water Quality) describe
crossing methods for each waterbody on the proposed Center
Road Pipeline and the Line 225 Pipeline Loop.

Impact TerrBio-3 contains information on the potential impacts of
stream crossings.

G525-21
See the response to Comment G525-19.

As described in Section 2.3.2, the shore crossing would be installed
beneath Ormond Beach. Sections 4.8.1 and 4.14.1.2 discuss
Ormond Beach wetlands. Section 4.8.4 discusses mitigation
measures to minimize impacts on wetlands. The presence of the
pipelines under Ormond Beach would not restrict access to the
area for recreation or otherwise alter recreation opportunities at
Ormond Beach. During construction, the horizontal directional
boring activities would be contained within the Reliant Energy
property, and the pipeline would be buried underneath the beach.
This topic is discussed further in Sections 4.15.4 and 4.2.8.4.
Updated information about the restoration efforts at Ormond Beach
is included in Section 4.13.2. Figure 4.13-1 has been revised.

Impact TerrBio-2 contains information on potential impacts to
special status plant species. Section 4.7.4 contains information on



potential impacts to special status marine biota.

G525-22
See the responses to Comments G525-2, G525-10, G525-17,
G525-19, G525-20, and G525-21.

2004/G525



2004/G525

G525-23
See Section 6.2 for discussion of Environmentally Superior
Alternative and see also the response to Comment G525-2.

G525-24
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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